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fixed intervals, but the electors should be able at any
time to bring about the dissolution of the Chamber,
or, in other words, to dismiss their representatives.

" (4) The people ought to appoint and dismiss the
members of the government. They ought also to
settle disputes between the government and the
Chambers."

The system of M. Dubs was the result of a train of
argument in which the conclusions were rigorously
and correctly reasoned out. When, however, his
opponents began to reckon up the democratic reforms
included, they regarded them as quite insufficient.
There was no referendum, either compulsory or op-
tional; nothing but the right of initiative, limited
to the repeal of existing laws. They colild never bo
content with such trifling concessions.

The views of the democratic party were defended
by M. Gengel, the editor of the Bund.1

" Unde5c the system to which the name representa-
tive democracy has been given, the sovereignty of'the
people is only a fiction; the people are, in fact, sub-
ordinate, and the supreme power is in the hands of
the Chamber. To say that popular sovereignty and
universal suffrage are one and the same thing is
ridiculous. Once the elections are past the electors
have no possible influence over the Chamber. They
do not take part in the sittings; they do not read
the parliamentary reports, even if they exist; and in
the newspapers they only get mutilated and abbrevi-
ated accounts of what has taken place. In order that
popular sovereignty should not be an empty phrase,
and democracy a lie, the people ought themselves to

1 Gengel, Aphorismen uber detnokratisches Staatsrecht, Berne, 1864.